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ABSTRACT 

In 1989, a study was conducted at Phoer'x College to 
explore institutional turnover rates from the spring to the fall 
semester among part-time community college students. Surveys were 
administered in class during spring 1989 to a random sample of 
part-time, working students who were enrolled in 12 credit hours or 
less. Students were asked about their background ^ outside 
responsibilities r educational status r affective reactions to college ^ 
and academic performance. The majority of the sample had declared 
majors r felt that extra help was available from instructors, and were 
at least moderately satisfied with Phoenix College. Major study 
findings, based on survey responses from 426 students, included the 
following: (1) 82% of the students intended to stay at Phoenix 
College; (2) of the students intending to leave, 90% planned to 
attend another college; (3) among students planning to transfer, 67%; 
intended to enroll at a four-year institution; (4) 89^ attained a 
grade point average (GPA) for the spring semester 1989 above 1.99; 
(5) course offerings and scheduling conflicts were the most 
frequently mentioned school-related obstacles; (6) time/scheduling at 
work and lack of money were cited often as non-school-related 
barriers. After excluding students with GPA's below 2.00, student 
responses were correlated with their continued enrollment at Phoenix 
College in fall 1989. Commitment to the intention to stay was the 
strongest predictor of continuation status. The survey instrument is 
appended. (WJT) 
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Sunmiary 

During the past 20 years, part-time student enrollment in 
post-secondary educational institutions increased 10 percent 
(Stern, 1988) ♦ Relative to full-time students, part-time 
students prefer to enroll at community colleges rather than four- 
year colleges and universities. In 1985, whereas part-time 
students comprised 40 percent of all undergraduate enrollment, 
they comprised 63 percent of the students at community colleges 
(Snyder, 1987) . 

In a preliminary study of institutional turnover at Mesa 
Community College, Okun, Weir, Benin, and Richards (in press) 
drew a convenience sample of students during the twelfth week of 
the spring 1987 semester. They cross-classified intent (leave or 
stay) with continuation status in the fall (turnover or 
continue), when students were disaggregated by credit load, 
substantial differences ir the intent-continuation status 
relation emerged. Intent was much more strongly related to 
continuation status among students with high credit loads (13+ 
credit hours) than among students with low credit loads (1-12 
credit hours) . Given the intent to stay, the conditional 
probability of turning over was higher among low credit load 
(.31) than among high credit load (.19) students. 

The findings of the Mesa Community College Study suggested 
that additional research was warranted on institutional turnover 
from the spring to the fall semester among part-time community 
college students. To this end, we conducted the present study at 
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Phoenix College. Drawing upon previous reviews of research on 
college student turnover (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Tinto, 1987), we 
decided to include the following classes of variables: (a) 
background, (b) outside responsibilities, (c) educational status, 
(d) affective reactions to college, and (e) academic performance. 
Moreover, three theoretical frameworks — reasoned action theory, 
investment theory, and personal projects — were employed to select 
predictors of institutional turnover among students intending to 
stay. Among students who intend to stay, we anticipated that 
attitude, subjective norm, investment, alternative value, 
satisfaction, and cross-impact would predict commitment to the 
intention to stay and that commitment to the intention to stay 
would predict continuation status. 

A random sample was drawn of 40 sections of 100-level 
general studies courses offered in the evening. All instructors 
agreed to participate except for a few who had scheduled special 
class sessions (e.g., speech instructors who had planned student 
presentations) . These courses were replaced by other sections of 
courses that were randomly selected. 

The survey was administered during class sessions between 
the 12th and 14th week of the spring 1989 semester. To be 
eligible, students had to be enrolled part-time (carrying < 12 
credit hours) and had to be working at a paid job, part-time or 
full-time. A total of 518 surveys was returned to the 
instructors. Because of missing data on the survey items, (N = 
18), omission of student identification number (N - 36), 
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incorrect student identification number (N « 26) , and attainment 
of a certificate or degree at the end of the spring 1989 semester 
(N = 12), data from 92 students were discarded. Analyses were 
based upon the data provided by the remaining 426 students. 

Descriptive analyses indicated that the majority of students 
(a) have majors, (b) do not perceive finances and commuting to be 
obstacles to attending college, (c) feel that instructors give 
extra help if desired, and (d) are at least moderately satisfied 
with Phoenix College. On the negative side, only 43 and 40 
percent of the sample endorsed the items pertaining to adequacy 
of academic advisement and loyalty, respectively. 

Eighty-two percent of the students in the present stu 
indicated that they intended to stay. Ninety percent of the 
students intending to leave had plans to attend another college. 
Among students planning to transfer, 67 percent intend to enroll 
at a 4~year college or university. Among students intending to 
stay, 82 percent were committed strongly to their decision to 
return to Phoenix College. Eighty-nine percent of the students 
attained a CPA for the spring 1989 semester above 1.99. sixty- 
two percent of the total sample continued from the spring 1989 to 
the fall 1989 semester. Given that students intended to stay, 
the probability that they turned over was .28. 

In response to an open-ended probe, the courses being 
offered and their scheduling were the most frequently mentioned 
school-related barriers. Similarly, time/scheduling at work were 
cited frequently as non-school-related barriers. 
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Background variables, outside responsibilities, and 
educational status are weakly correlated with commitment to the 
intent to stay and institutional turnover among students 
intending to stay. Perceived adequacy of advisement was 
correlated with satisfaction with the student role which, in 
turn, was correlated with commitment to the intent to stay. 

Prior to testing the model of unintended turnover, we 
excluded students with semester CPAs below 2.00. Attitude 
(desirability of returning minus desirability of not returning) 
was the best predictor of commitment to the intention to stay. 
As expected, commitment to the intention to stay was the 
strongest predictor of continuation status. Unexpectedly, 
investment (amount of resources "put into" college) exerted a 
direct effect on continuation status. No evidence was found for 
interaction effects between commitment to the intention to stay 
and the other variables in the model with respect to predicting 
continuation status. 

We recommend that retention efforts be directed at part-time 
students who intend to stay as opposed to those who intend to 
leave. One intervention that may prove useful is to have these 
students complete enrollment plans in March (prior to early 
registration for the fall). Review of these plans, coupled with 
feedback, may maintain or elevate college satisfaction and 
commitment to the intent to stay and, in turn, reduce the 
institutional turnover rate among students intending to stay. 
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Introduction 

During the past 20 years, part-time student enrollment in 
post«secondary educational institutions increased lo percent 
(Stern, 1988). Relative to full-time students, part-time 
students prefer to enroll at community colleges rather than four- 
year colleges and universities. In 1985, whereas part-time 
students comprised 40 percent of all undergraduate enrollment, 
they comprised 63 percent of the students at community colleges 
(Snyder, 1987). In 1970, the ratio of students enrolled in four- 
year public colleges and universities to students enrolled in 
public community colleges was over 2 to 1. By 1987, this ratio 
was less than 1.2 to 1. 

The shift in the composition of college students has led 
researchers to distinguish between traditional and nontraditional 
undergraduates. According to Bean and Metzner (1985), a 
traditional undergraduate is enrolled full-time (credit load > li 
hours), is less than 25 years old, and resides on campus. 
Undergraduates are nontraditional to the extent that they have 
one or more of the following characteristics: (]) are enrolled 
part-time, (2) are over 24 years old, and (3) commute to college. 
Because almost all community colleges are commuter institutions, 
undergraduates attending them are, by the above definition, 
nontraditional. Given the rise in nontraditional undergraduates, 
it is surprising that research on college student attrition has 
continued to focus on traditional undergraduates. In part, this 
trend is due to the hegemony maintained by conceptual frameworks 
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of college student turnover that were developed during the early 
and middle 1970s (Spady, 1970; Tinto, 1975). 

A MP.<a?X Of Nontraditional ^ student T»rp nvo^ 

In their review of nontraditional student turnover, Bean and 
Metzner (1985) noted that much of the research has been 
descriptive. Calling for hypothesis-testing, multivariate 
research on nontraditional college student turnover. Bean and 
Metzner (1985) developed a model of nontraditional college 
student turnover. They posit that nontraditional college student 
turnover is a function primarily of four sets of factors- 
background and defining variables, environmental (external to the 
college) variables, academic outcome, and intent (to stay or to 
leave). In addition, two other sets of factors— academic 
(related to the college) variables and psychological outcomes- 
are hypothesized to play a secondary role in nontraditional 
college student turnover. The hypothesized causal relations 
among the factors is depicted in Figure 1. Sample variables 
related to each factor also have been included there. 
The Mesa Community rnlio ge Study 

To test Bean and Metzner's model, okun. Weir, Richards, and 
Benin (in press) conducted a preliminary study of institutional 
turnover at Mesa Community College. They drew a convenience 
sample of 375 students from social science courses. Students 
were eliminated from the analyses if they anticipated receiving a 
certificate or degree prior to the end of the semester or if they 
were missing any data. The final sample size was 304. Of the 
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304 Students, 35 percent were male, 88 percent were white, 69 
percent were less than 25 years old, and 46 percent were carrying 
9 or fewer credits. 

Surveys were administered during class sessions around the 
twelfth week of the spring 1987 semester. Several independent 
variables from the survey were u«ed in statistical analyses. 
These variables are listed in Table i. intent was assessed by 
the question, "Do you expect to return to this college next fall 
for credit courses?" Semester GPA for spring 1987 was extracted 
from the student information system. Continuation status was 
defined in terms of whether students were enrolled in courses at 
this community college as of the 45th day of instruction during 
the fall 1987 semester. Continuation status was ascertained via 
the student information system. 

Predicting institutional tumovpy . okun. Weir, Richards, 
and Benin (in press) performed a logistic regression analysis to 
predict spring to fall semester institutional turnover, using 
all of the variables in Table 1 except for negative life events 
and depression as predictors. Three variables significantly 
predicted institutional turnover— intent , credit load, and hours 
spent on homework. 

Credit load differences in the intent-turnover relation. 
Okun et al. (in press) also cross-classified intent by 
continuation status. Table 2 shows the results of cross 
tabulating intent and continuation status for the total sample 
and separately for students carrying low (1-12) and high (13 or 
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more) credit loads. For the total sample, the base rate for 
intent was 81 percent whereas the base rate for conti.mation was 
62 percent. The odds ratio was 11.38, indicating that students 
intending to stay were over 11 times more likely to continue than 
were students intending to leave. Among students who intended to 
stay, 31 percent turned over. Among students who turned over, 59 
percent had indicated in the spring that they intended to stay. 

When students were disaggregated by credit load, substantial 
differences emerged. For low credit load students, the base rate 
for intent to stay was 84 percent whereas the base rate for 
continuation was 63 percent. The odds ratio was 5.81, indicating 
that low credit load students who intended to stay were over 5 
times more likely to continue than low credit load students who 
intended to leave. In contrast, for high credit load students, 
the base rate for intent to stay was 72 percent whereas the base 
rate for continuation was 59 percent. The odds ratio was 95.83, 
indicating that high credit load students intending to stay were 
over 95 times more likely to continue than high credit load 
students intending to leave. 

The conditional probability of turning over, given the 
intent to stay for low credit load students and high credit load 
students was .31 and .19, respectively. Also, whereas 70 percent 
of the low credit load students who turned over had indicated in 
the spring that they intended to stay, only 34 percent of the 
high credit load students had indicated in the spring that they 
intended to stay. 
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Pr^c^iptin q i n ^^t iWional turnover ap n pq student.^ intpnd^ 'ng 
tfi-sm. The majority of students in the Mesa Community College 
students who turned over in the fall had indicated in the spring 
that they intended to stay. Therefore, Richards (1989) attempted 
to predict continuation status among students intending to stay, 
using all of the variables in Table 1 as predictors except for 
college satisfaction. Only two variables emerged as significant 
predictors -credit load and semester GPA. These predictors only 
accounted for 8 percent of the variance in institutional turnover 
from the spring to the fall semester. 

In summary, the results of the Mesa Community College study 
of institutional turnover indicated that intent, hours spent on 
homework, and credit load predicted continuation status. Among 
students intending to stay, as credit load increased, 
institutional turnover decreased. 
Rationale for the phoenix C ollege stnHy 

The findings of the Mesa Community College study suggested 
that additional research was warranted on institutional turnover 
from the spring to the fall semester among part-time community 
college students. To this end, we conducted the present study at 
Phoenix College. Drawing upon previous reviews of research on 
college student turnover (Bean & Metzner, 1985; Tinto, 1937), we 
decided to include the following classes of predictors: (a) 
background variables; (b) outside responsibilities; (c) 
educational status; (d) affective reactions to college; and (e) 
academic performance. Moreover, three theoretical frameworks 
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were employed to select additional predictors of institutional 
turnover among students intending to stay. 

Reasoned action theory . The theory of reasoned action was 
designed to predict volitional behavior in situations where 
individuals must make a decision (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). For 
example, this theory has been employed to predict the behavior of 
individuals making such diverse decisions as having another 
child, voting in a presidential election, and reenlisting in the 
military (Ajzen, 1985). 

The theory of reasoned action is based upon the notion that 
people use the available information in a rational manner to 
arrive at a volitional, behavioral decision. According to the 
theory, the immediate determinant of a volitional, behavioral 
decision is the intention to take (or not take) a specific action 
(e.g, enroll at a particular college in the fall). Intention, in 
turn, is posited to be a function of two variables — attitude and 
subjective norm. Attitude is the affect that an individual 
has toward taking (or not taking) the action. Subjective norm is 
the person's perception of the opinion of significant others with 
respect to taking or not taking the action. 

liitentions typically account for at least 50 percent of the 
variance in actions, and attitude and subjective norm together 
typically explain at least 60 percent of the variance in 
intentions (Ajzen, 1985). 

Ajzen notes, however, that there are boundary conditions on 
the intent-action relation. As the interval betv/een the 
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declaration of the intention and the action to be performed 
increases, the magnitude of the intention-action relation 
decreases. As time passes, unanticipated life events are likely 
to occur which trigger changes in intentions. Ajzen ali^o 
suggests that the probability of maintaining an intention is 
directly related to the strength of one's commitment to the 
intention. 

We used the theory of reasoned action to make two 
predictions about institutional turnover among students intending 
to stay. First, we hypothesized that commitment to the intent to 
stay ^;ill be predicted by attitude and subjective norm. Second, 
we hypothesized that commitment to the intent tu stay will 
predict continuation status. 

Investm ent theory . Investment theory (Farrell & Rusbult, 
1981) is derived from an "economic exchange" model of human 
behavior (Homans, 1961). This theory has been employed to 
predict participation in musical activities, grades in a college 
course, dissolution of romantic relationships, and job turnover 
(Kluger & Koslowsky, 1988; Koslowsky & Kluger, 1986; Rusbult, 
1980; Rusbult & Farrell, 1983). In applying the theory to job 
turnover, Farrell and Rusbult (1981) postulated that commitment 
is a function of increases in satisfaction and investment and 
decreases in alternative value. Commitment, in turn, is 
hypothesized to be inversely related to job turnover. 

Rusbult and Farrell defined jcb satisfaction as the degree 
to which the individual positively evaluates his or her job. 
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They view satisfaction as the net difference between the rewards 
(e.9., pay) and costs (e.g., difficulty of commute to and from 
work) associated with the job. Investment refers to the 
resources that are "put into" the association with the 
organization (e.g., seniority). Investment resources may be 
material or psychological. Alternative value is defined as the 
quality of the best available alternative to the present job 
(either another job or unemployment). Commitment refers to the 
binding of the individual to behavioral acts. Job commitment 
reflects behavioral intentions, primarily the degree of intention 
to stay with a job. 

In testing their first hypcchesis, Farrell and Rusbult 
(1981) examined the intercorrelations among satisfaction, 
investment, alternative value, and commitment. Correlations 
among satisfaction, investment, and alternative valua were low. 
As predicted by the theory, satisfaction (£ = .67) and investment 
(r = .27) were positively related to commitment, and alternative 
value (r = .-.21) was inversely related to commitment. 

In testing their second hypothesis, Rusbult and Farrell 
(1983) conducted a one-year longitudinal study of job turnover 
aiuong new employees. They found that employees who continued, 
relative to those who turned over, experienced less decline in 
rewards, less escalation in costs, less increase in alternative 
value, and less decrease in investment. Employees who stayed one 
year and employees who left after nine months initially had 
comparable job commitment scores. However, for employees who 
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stayed, job commitment scores were stable over time, whereas for 
employees who left, job commitment scores decreased substantially 
over time. Decline in commitment was the best predictor of 
turnover (£ «= .61). Furthermore, the effects of changes in 
satisfaction, investment, and alternative value on turnover were 
reduced substantially when change in commitment was included in a 
regression model. Rusbult and Farrell (1983, p. 437) concluded, 
"although changes in rewards, costs, alternatives, and 
investments are all significantly related to stay or leave 
decisions, and although changes in each of these factors affects 
changes in job commitment, decline in job commitment appears to 
most directly and powerfully affect such decisions". 

Both the theory of reasoned action and investment theory 
predict that commitment to the intention to stay will exert a 
direct effect on institutional turnover. However, investment 
theory and reasoned action theory postulate that different 
variables influence commitment to the intent to stay. In 
contrast to reasoned action theory which focuses on attitude and 
subject norm, investment theory focuses on satisfaction, 
investment, and alternative value as determinants of commitment 
to the intention to stay. 

Personal projects theory . Little (1983) developed a theory 
pertainiLg to how individuals strive to obtain their goals. At 
the core of his theory is the person-environment unit of personal 
projects. A personal pro:)ect is a sot of interrelated sequences 
of actions extended over time which is intended to maintain or 
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attain a goal. Examples of personal projects include completing 
a term paper, finding a new job, and spending more leisure time 
in family-related activities. Little has delineated a number of 
content and structural dimensions of personal projects. 

Ruehlman and Wolchik (1988) demonstrated that mastery, 
control, and strain were salient content dimensions of personal 
projects which predicted psychological distress and well-being 
among college students. In the context of institutional turnover 
among part-time students, a potentially important structural 
dimension of personal projects may be their cross-impact. 
College, work, and family personal projects may be perceived as 
facilitating or hindering each other. Specifically, we predicted 
that, as cross-impact ratings of personal projects become more 
positive, students will be more strongly committed to their 
intention to stay. 
Statement of Hypotheses 

Figure 2 summarizes our hypotheses with respect to 
institutional turnover among students intending to stay. First, 
we anticipate that attitude, subjective norm, investment, 
alternative value, satisfaction, and cross-impact will predict 
commitment to the intention to stay. Second, we expect that 
commitment to the intention to stay will predict continuation. 
Overviev ^ Data Analysis 

Several descriptive analyses will be undertaken. First, we 
will present univariate frequency distributions for most of the 
variables included on the survey. Second, we will tabulate the 
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obstacles to continuing at Phoenix College mentioned in response 
to an open-ended question. Third, for the total sample and for 
students intending to stay, we will assess the relations between 
(1) sets of variables related to background, outside 
responsibilities, educational status, affective reactions to 
college, and academic performance and (2) intent, commitment to 
the intent to stay, and continuation statute. Fourth, for the 
total sample and for students who intend to stay, we will examine 
the intercorrelations among attitude, subjective norm, 
investment, satisfaction, alternative value, cross-impact, 
intent, commitment to the intent to stay, and continuation 
status. Fifth, we will cross-classify continuation status by 
intent and by commitment to the intent to stay. Finally, we will 
use a multivariate technique appropriate for a dichotomous 
criterion variable, logistic regression, to test the hypothesized 
model of institutional turnover amoi-ig students intending to stay. 

Method 

Sampling 

A random sample was drawn of 40 sections of lOO-level 
general studies courses offered in the evening. All instructors 
agreed to participate except for a few who ha., scheduled special 
class sessions (e.g., speech instructors who had planned student 
presentations) . These courses were replaced by other sections of 
courses that were randomly selected. The courses that were 
included in this study are listed in Table 3. Note that, if 
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selected, multiple sections of a course were included (e.g., PSY 
101) . 

The survey was administered during class sestsions between 
the 12th and 14th week of the spring 1989 semester. To be 
eligible, students had to be enrolled part-time (carrying < 12 
credit hours) and had to be working at a paid job, part-time or 
full-time. We decided to exclude students who were not working 
because the survey , included several items pertaining to work and 
because 92 percent of the students carrying 12 or fewer credit 
hours in the Mesa Community College study were working. 

A total of 518 surveys was returned to the instructors. 
Because of missing data on the survey items, (N « 18) , omission 
of student identification number (N = 36) , incorrect student 
identification number (N - 26) , and attainment of a certificate 
or degree at the end of the spring 1989 semester (N « 12) , data 
from 92 students were discarded. Analyses were based upon the 
data provided by the remaining 426 students « 
Questionnaire 

The 70-item questionnaire appears in the appendix. This 
instrument was designed to measure many variables in a 3 0-minute 
period. Consequently, it was necessary to allocate, at most, 
only a few items to measure each variable. To reduce the burden 
on the reader, several variables that were unrelated to intent, 
commitment to intent, and continuation status were excluded from 
the report. For example, we do not report on life satisfaction 
(see item No. 59) . Below, we present information on the 
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variables specified in our hypothesized model of institutional 
turnover among students intending to stay. (See Figure 2.) 

attitude . Based upon a study of job turnover (Prestholdt, 
Lane, & Mathews, 1987) , we decided to assess attitude toward 
enrolling at Phoenix College in the fall (see item No. 11) and 
attitude toward not enrolling at Phoenix College in the fall (see 
item No. 61) . The correlation between the attitude ratings was 
-.45. After we receded the responses, we computed the attitude 
score by subtracting the rating of the attitude toward not 
enrolling from the rating of the attitude toward enrolling. 
Higher scores are associated with a more positive attitude 
towards enrolling in the fall at Phoenix College. 

Subjective norm . Similarly, we assessed the subjective norm 
pertaining both to enrolling (see item No. 15) and to not 
enrolling (see item No. 54) at Phoenix College in the fall. The 
correlation between the subjective norm ratings was -.31. After 
we receded the responses, we computed the subjective norm score 
by subtracting the rating of subjective norm related to not 
enrolling from the rating of subjective norm related to 
enrolling. Higher scores are associated with a greater perceived 
social approval from others for enrolling in the fall at Phoenix 
College. 

Investment . Four items were used to measure investment (see 
items No. 7-10) . An internal consistency reliability analysis 
indicated that all items were contributing to measuring 
invetstment (coefficient alpha = .78). Therefore, investment 
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scores were formed by computing the mean of the responses to the 
four items. Higher scores are associated with being more 
invested with Phoenix College. 

Alternative value . Three items were used to measure 
alternative value (see items No. 12-14). An internal consistency 
reliability analysis indicated that item No. 13 was not 
contributing to measuring alternative value. Consequently, this 
item was deleted. The correlation between the remaining two 
items was .47. Alternative value scores were formed by computing 
the mean of the responses to items No. 12 and 14. As scores get 
higher, an alternative to Phoenix College has increasing value. 

Satisfaction . Satisfaction scores were formed by 
subtracting the cost scores from reward scores. Four items were 
used to measure reward (see items No. 3-6) , and four items were 
used to measure cost (see items No. 62-65) . An internal 
consistency reliability analysis on the reward items indicated 
that item No. 3 on the survey was not contributing to measuring 
reward. Consequently, this item as well as the parallel cost 
item (item No. 62) was deleted. The coefficient alphas were .66 
and .57 for the reward and cost measures, respectively. Reward 
scores and cost scores were formed by computing the mean of 
responses to three items (items No. 4, 5, and 6 for reward and 
items No. 63, 64, and 65 for cost). The correlation between the 
reward and cost scores was -.08. Higher scores are associated 
with greater positive affect toward Phoenix College. 

Cross-Impact , six items were used to measure the cross- 
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impact of personal projects (see items No. 44-49) . Typical 
college-related personal projects included getting an "A" in a 
course, registering for summer school, and deciding on a major. 
Common work-related personal projects included getting a pay 
raise, completing a special project, and obtaining a different 
work schedule. Frequently mentioned family-related projects 
included increasing my child's sense of responsibility, helping 
my children with their homework, and considering whether or not 
to change residences. An internal consistency reliability 
analysis indicated that all items were contributing to measuring 
cross-impact (coefficient alpha = .82). Therefore, cross-impact 
scores were formed by computing the mean of the responses to the 
six items. Higher scoj.<iS are associated with perceiving the 
personal projects as having a positive influence on each other. 

Intent . Intent was measured by one question (see item No. 
66) which asked students to declare whether they intended not to 
enroll at Phoenix College in the fall (assigned a value of 0) or 
to enroll at Phoenix College in the fall (assigned a value of 1) . 

Commitment to intention to stay . Students indicating that 
they intended to stay were asked to respond to one question (see 
item No. 67) which asked them to rate how strong their commitment 
was to their decision to enroll at Phoenix College in the fall. 
Higher scores were associated with a rtronger commitment to 
enroll at Phoenix College in the fall. 
Student Information Svstem 

Spring 1989 semester CPA . Spring 1989 semester CPA was 
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extracted from the District student information system. The 
minimum and maximum values were zero and four, respectively. 

Continuation status . Continuation status was extracted from 
the District student information system. The determination of 
whether students did or did not continue in the fall of 1989 was 
based upon their enrollment status at the end of the drop-add 
period. Students who turned over were assigned a value of 0 
whereas students who continued were assigned a value of 1. 

Results 

Univariate Frequency Distributions ; Background-Related Factors 

Univariate frequency distributions for background variables, 
outside responsibilities, educational status, and affective 
reactions to college are presented in Table 4. Approximately 
one-third of the sample was less than age 25. The majority of 
the students were women (62 percent) and white (81 percent) . 
Approximately 40 percent of the sample had an annual family 
income of $20,000 or less. 

Ninety percent of the students were working more than 30 
hours per week. The majority of the students were not married 
and did not have any children. Among members of the sample who 
had children, the median age of the youngest child was 3.5 years 
old. The modal number of hours spent on household tasks was 0 to 
10 hours. 

The majority of the students weru carrying 4 to 6 credit 
hours ?nd were enrolled at Phoenix College in the fall of 1988. 
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Approximately 80 percent of the sample spent 10 or fewer hours 
per week on homework. Only 16 percent of the sample did not have 
a major. Students varied considerably in the type of major they 
were pursuing. Approximately 65 percent of the students felt 
that they had adequate finances to attend college, and 73 percent 
felt that they had an easy commute to college. Students were 
less positive about academic advisement than about assistance 
provided by instructors. Only 43 percent of the students 
endorsed the item pertaining to adequate academic advisement. 
Students were fairly evenly divided in terms of the priority they 
assigned to college, relative to family and work. Relatively few 
students (15 percent) were dissatisfied with Phoenix College. 
However, the majority of students did not endorse the item 
concerning loyalty to Phoenix College. 

On the positive side, we found that the majority of students 
(a) have majors, to) do not perceive finances and commuting to be 
obstacles to attending college, (c) feel that instructors give 
extra help if desired, and (d) are at least moderately satisfied 
with Phoenix College. On the negative side, only 43 and 40 
percent of the sample endorsed the items pertaining to adequacy 
of academic advisement and loyalty, respectively. Given that the 
modal student is working more than 30 hours at a paid job and is 
taking fewer than 7 credit hours, it is hardly surprising that 
she does not feel very loyal to Phoenix College and does not 
perceive that academic advising is adequate. 
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Uni variate Frequency Distributions: Model-Related Factors 

The univariate frequency distributions for variables used in 
testing the model of institutional turnover are presented in 
Table 5. Over 65 percent of the students had positive attitudes 
and positive subjective norms with respect to continuing at 
Phoenix College. Fewer than 10 percent of the students were not 
satisfied with and not invested in Phoenix College. More 
students perceived that college, family, and work personal 
projects facilitated (24 percent) than hindered (6 percent) each 
other. However, 94 percent of the students perceived that the 
best alternative to enrolling at Phoenix College had at least 
moderate value. Given this distribution, it is interesting to 
examine the college plans of students intending to leave. 

As can be seen in Table 6, 90 percent of the students 
intending to leave had plans to attend another college. Among 
students planning to transfer, 67 percent intend to enroll at a 
4-year college or university, in the Mesa Community College 
study, 68 percent of low credit load students intending to leave 
planned to transfer to another college. Among Mesa Community 
College students planning to transfer, 76 percent intended to 
enroll at a 4 -year college or university. 

Of the 28 Phoenix College students intending to transfer to 
ASU, 50 percent enrolled at ASU, 21 percent continued at Phoenix 
College, and the remaining 29 percent did neither. Among those 
students who enrolled at ASU, 79 percent completed the fall 1989 
semester. 
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The data presented above potentially shed light on the 
responses made to the question concerning loyalty to Phoenix 
College. Perhaps, ii^any students view Phoenix College as a means 
rather than as an end, with respect to their long-range 
educational goals. Because the majority of students probably 
expect to eventually transfer to a four-year college or 
university without graduating from Phoenix College, their loyalty 
to Phoenix College is modest. Furthermore, the transfer 
aspirations of many Phoenix College students probably enhance the 
perceived value of being enrolled at a four-year college or 
university. Among students intending to leave, the mean 
alternative value score was higher for 4-year colleges and 
universities (J2 = 4.26) than for community colleges (M = 3.85). 

Eighty-two percent of the students in the present study 
indicated that they intended to stay. Among students intending 
to stay, 82 percent were committed strongly to their decision to 
return to Phoenix College. Eighty-nine percent of the students 
attained a GPA for the spring 1989 semester above 1.99. Sixty- 
two percent of the total sample continued from the spring 1989 to 
the fall 1989 semester. 

The base rate for intent to stay was .82 in the present 
study and .84 for students carrying fewer than 13 credit hours in 
the Mesa Community College study. The base rate for continuation 
was identical for the two samples (.62). Academic performance 
was a serious problem for only 12 percent of Phoenix College 
students . 
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The distribution for coimitinent to intention to stay was 
strongly, negatively skewed (82 percent were either "strongly" or 
"very strongly" committed to their intention to stay) . 
Therefore, in subsequent analyses, students who had "very weak," 
••weak", and •'neither weak or strong" commitments to their 
intention to stay were assigned a value of 0 whereas students who 
had "strong" and "very strong" commitments to their intentions to 
stay were assigned a value of 1. 
Obstacles to Staying at Ph^oenix College 

The number of times school-related and non-school-related 
obstacles were mentioned by students is presented in Table 7. 
The courses being offered and their scheduling were the most 
frequently mentioned school-related barriers. Similarly, 
time/scheduling at work were cited frequently as non-school- 
related barriers. Among the non-school-related barriers, lack of 
money was mentioned most often. Again, it is hardly surprising 
that issues related to time and scheduling emerge among part-time 
working students. 

Correlates of Intent. Commitment t o Intent to Stay, and 
Continuation Status 

In Table 8, we present correlations between background 
variables, outside responsibilities, educational status, 
affective reactions to college and academic performance, and 
intent, commitment to the intent to stay, aiicl continuation 
status. Correlations weie computed for the total sample and for 
students who intend to stay . In general, the correlation':' in 
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Table 8 are very small. Using ,15 as a cutoff, the only 
correlates of intent in the total sample were age of youngest 
child (j: « .26) and loyalty (r « .18). For the total sample, 
enrollment at Phoenix College in the fall of 1988 was positively 
related to continuation in the fall of 1988 (x « .21). 

For students who intend to stay, enrollment at Phoenix 
College in the fall of 1988 (jc ~ '20), easiness of the commute (£ 
« .19), college satisfaction (£ « .38), and loyalty (£ = ,27) 
were correlated with commitment to the intent to stay. Spring 
1989 semester GPA (£ = .24) and enrollment at Phoenix College in 
the fall of 1988 (r = .18) were positively correlated with 
continuation status. 

Consistent with tie findings of the Mesa Community College 
study, background variables, outside responsibilities, and 
educational status (with the exception of prior enrollment 
history at the specific community college) do not contribute much 
to predicting institutional turnover in the total sample or among 
students intending to stay. 
Interrelations among Model Variables 

In Table 9, we present, for the total sample , the 
correlations among the variables involved in our model of 
institutional turnover. Four variables were substantially 
correlated with intention: (a) attitude (£ « .55), (b) subjective 
norm (r « .32), (c) satisfaction (r = .31), and (d) alternative 
value (£ « -.35). Intent was the strongest correlate of 
continuation status (£ = .41). in addition, attitude, subjectl/e 
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norm, sa^;isfaction, and investment were somewhat related to 
continuation status (range of £s from .18 to .35). Among the 
predictors, the largest correlation (£ « .45) was between 
attitude and subjective norm. 

In Table 10, among students intending to stay , we present 
the correlations among the variables involved in our model of 
institutional turnover. The strongest correlate of commitment to 
the intent to stay was attitude (£ « .43). Four variables v;ere 
somewhat related to continuation status: (a) attitude (£ = .20), 
(b) investment (£ = .18), (c) commitment to the intent to stay (r 

.29), and (d) spring 1989 semester GPA (£ = .24). Among the 
predictors, the largest association (£ = .30) was between 
subjective norm and attitude and subjective norm and 
satisfaction. 

As expected, in the total sample, intention was the 
strongest correlite of continuation status and, in the intend-to- 
stay subsample, commitment to the intent to stay was the 
strongest correlate of continuation status. Attitude exhibited 
the strongest association with intent (in total sample) and with 
commitment to intent to stay (in intend-to-stay subsample) . 
Cross-Classification of Inten t bv Continuation status 

In Table 11, we present the frequencies for the cells that 
are formed when intent (leave vs. stay at Phoenix College in the 
fall) is cross-classi, 'sd by continuation status (turnover vs. 
continue at Phoenix College in the fall) . Given that students 
intended to leave, the conditional probability of staying was 
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•21. Given that students intended to stay, the conditional 
probability of leaving was .28. The majority of students who 
turned over in the fall had indicated in the spring that they 
intended to stay (61 percent). The odds ratio was 9.75, 
indicating that students who indicated in the spring an intention 
to stay were over nine times more likely to continue in the fall 
than students who indicated in the spring an intention to leave. 

In Table 12, we compare the results of the present study 
with the results from the Mesa Community College study. There, 
it can be seen that the results are very similar for the Mesa 
Community College subsample carrying 1 to 12 credit hours and the 
present sample (carrying i to 11 credit hours) . Further, it is 
clear that these results do not generalize to the Mesa Community 
College subsample carrying 13 or more credit hours. 
Cross-Classif icat ion__of C ommitment .._to the Intent to stay with 
Continuation status 

In Table 13, for students intending to stay, we present the 
results of cross-classifying commitment to the intent to stay 
with continuation status. Given that students had a weak 
commitment to the intent to stay, the conditional probability of 
continuing was ,44. In contrast, among students with a strong 
commitment to the intent to stay, the conditional probability of 
continuing was .78. The odds ratio was 4.5 to 1, indicating that 
students who had a strong commitment to the intent to stay were 
over four and one-half times more likely to continue than 
students who had a weak commitment to the intent to stay. 
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Testing th^ >^odel of Unintended Institutional Turnover 

Prior to testing the model, we decided to drop cross-impact 
as a predictor variable because it was not correlated with 
commitment to intent to stay or with continuation status. 
Because we are ixiterested in motivational determinants of 
institutional turnover, we excluded students with semester CPAs 
below 2.00. Thus, the analyses presented ahead are based upon 
309 students who intended to stay and who attained semester CPAs 
above 1.99. 

Two stepwise logistic regression analyses of the data were 
performed using the BMDP4F procedure. In stepwise logistic 
regression analysis, all predictors are entered into the model 
and then considered for removal. If removed, predictors are 
considered for reentry after other predictors have been added to 
the model. Entry and reentry of variables is determined by their 
contribution, net of the other predictors, to enhancing the fit 
of the model to the data. In the analyses reported ahead, we 
established a criterion of p greater than .051 for removal and a 
criterion of p less than .02 for reentry. 

The first null hypothesis we tested was that the dependent 
variable, commitment to the intent to stay, is independent of the 
additive effects of attitude, subjective norm, investment, 
satisfaction, and alternative value. As indicated in Table 14, 
attitude (p < .001) and subjective norm (p < .01) significantly 
improved the fit of the model to the data. Removal of attitude 
would have increased the chi square value by 46.12 and removal of 
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subjective norm would have increased the chi square value by 
6.80. For the predictors excluded from the model, all r values 
were above .05. Alternative value came closest to entering the 
model. However, inclusion of alternative value would have 
reduced the chi square value by only 3.43. 

The second null hypothesis we tested was that continuation 
status was independent of the additive effects of commitment to 
the intent to stay, attitude, subjective norm, investi^ent, 
satisfaction, and alternative value. Again, all predictors were 
entered into the model and then considered for removal (p > .051) 
and reentry (p < .02). As can be seen in Table 15, commitment to 
the intention to stay (p < .001) and investment (p < .01) 
significantly improved the fit of the model to the data. Removal 
of commitment to the intention to stay and investment would have 
increased the chi square value by 18.29 and 6.71, respectively. 
For the predictors excluded from the model, all p values were 
above .25. 

On a post hoc basis, ws explored the joint effects of 
commitment to the intention to stay and (a) attitude, 
(b) subjective norm, (c) satisfaction, (d) investment, and 
(e) alternative value on continuation status. For example, it 
seems plausible that, as alternative value increases, commitment 
to the intention to stay exerts a greater influence on 
continuation status. The results of the logistic regression 
analysis provided no support (lowest p > .30) for the hypothesis 
that the effects of commitment to the intention to stay on 
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continuation status varied with attitude, subjective norm, 
satisfaction, investment, or alternative value. 

The results of the three logistic regression analyses are 
summarized graphically in Figure 3. Predictors from the theory 
of reasoned action clearly outperformed the predictors from the 
theory of investment with respect to accounting for variance in 
commitment to the intention to stay. As expected, commitment to 
the intention to stay was the strongest predictor of continuation 
status. Unexpectedly, investment exerted a direct effect on 
continuation status. No evidence was found for interaction 
effects between commitment to the intention to stay and the other 
variables in the model with respect to predicting continuation 
status. 

Conclusions 
Statistical Profile of Student Turnover 

In Figure 4, we depict the associations between intentions 
and institutional continuation among part-time students with 
semester CPAs above 1.99. The figure is based upon a unit of 100 
students. Our findings indicate that 82 students intend to stay 
whereas 18 students intend to leave. Among those who intend to 
leave, lb students intend to transfer whereas 3 students do not 
intend to transfer. Among students who intend to transfer, 12 
turn over and 5 continue. Among students who do not intend to 
transfer, 3 turn over and 0 continue. 

Among students who intend to stay, 68 are strongly committed 
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and 14 are weakly committed to the intention to stay. Among 
weakly committed students, 7 turn over and 7 continue. Among 
strongly committed students, 13 turn over and 55 continue. 
fi^(?oppe^d^tAQT>g 

The statistics reviewed above raise interesting questions 
pertaining to policies and perspectives on community college 
turnover among part-time students with adequate academic 
performance. Throughout this report we have deliberately 
referred to student departure as institutional turnover rather 
than dropping out. We have done this because many students who 
leave community colleges never intended to attain degrees from 
them and because many of these students transfer to four-year 
colleges and universities. Given the mission of the community 
college, student transfer to four year colleges and universities 
should be viewed as a positive, as opposed to a negative, 
outcome. Therefore, we conclude that it is neither in the best 
interest of students nor in the best interest of community 
colleges to attempt to persuade students who are planning to 
traiisfer to a four-year college or university to continue at the 
same community college. 

Although community colleges may view student transfer to 
othsr community colleges and technical schools less positively 
than transfer to a four-year college or university, we do not 
believe that they should attempt to persuade students who arc 
planning to transfer to other community colleges and technic ^ 
schools to continue at the same community colltige, on the one 
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hand, this persuasive effort may be self-serving for the 
Institution without giving appropriate consideration to what is 
in the student •s best interest. On the other hand, because the 
student has already decided to leave, this effort is unlikely to 
be successful. Instead, we recommend that efforts to retain 
students should be directed toward students who intend to stay* 
Because these students intend to stay, there is a shared interest 
between the institution and the student. 

Assuming that retention programs should focus on students 
who intend to stay, we now consider the issue, "What are the 
determinants of commitment to the intention to stay?" Our 
findings indicate that attitude is the best, cross-sectional 
predictor of commitment to the intention to stay. From the 
present study, however, we do not know the specific antecedents 
of a positive attitude toward returning to Phoenix College. 

According to Tinto (1987), the antecedents of a positive 
attitude toward the institution are social and academic 
integration. Social and academic integration refer to the extent 
that the student perceives that she or he is embedded in the 
social and academic life of the institution. Tinto maintains 
that effective retention programs provide opportunities for 
students to become better integrated into the social and academic 
life of the institution. 

Ethnographic research conducted on the motivational 
orientations of community college students, however, suggests 
that this approach may not work for part-time students attending 
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urban community colleges. Attinasi, stahl, and Okun (1982) found 
that the modal student was a "requirement meeter." Requirement 
meeters were very concerned about being efficient students. They 
viewed time as a scarce commodity. Attinasi et al. (1982, p. 
379} noted that students "often used phrases Wx;.ii economic 
connotations such as (a) 'spend time,' (b) 'time is valuable,' 
(c) 'time is precious,' and (d) 'don't waste time.'" 
Consequently, it is not clear that part-time students carrying 4 
to 6 credit hour and working 30 or more hours per week would 
become more strongly committed to the community college if more 
opportunities were provided for social and academic integration. 

One variable which may improve the efficiency of 
"requirement meeters" and facilitate their commitment to the 
intention to stay is that of planning . In the area of weight 
loss, for example, Schifter and Ajzen (1985) found that planning 
played a crucial role in the intention-behavior relation. That 
is, the development of a plan correlated significantly with the 
amount of weight lost. In addition, planning interacted with 
intention to predict weight loss — as planning increased, the 
intention-weight loss relation increased. 

With respect to institutional turnover, student planning may 
be facilitated through academic advisement. The questionnaire 
item pertaining to academic advisement and the open-ended probe 
indicate that students feel that the advising process at Phoenix 
College should be improved. (From an efficiency perspective, 
"good" advisement would insure that students were enrolling in 
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courses that they needed or wanted and that these courses were 
available at convenient times.) The correlations between 
perceptions of the adequacy of academic advisement and 
investment, commitment to the intention to stay, and continuation 
status were not substantial (see Table 8, columns 3 and 4). 
However, among studeni^s with semester CPAs above 1.99 who intend 
to stay, perceived adequacy of advisement was correlated .33 with 
college satisfaction (see survey items No. 56-58) . College 
satisfaction, in turn, was significantly related to commitment to 
the intent to stay (£ = .33). Therefore, we believe that 
Improving the advising process may bolster commitment to the 
intent to stay via college satisfaction among part-time students 
intending to stay. 

One intervention that may prove useful is to identify 
students who intend to stay and have them develop enrollment 
plans in March (prior to early registration for the fall) . If 
these enrollment plans were reviewed and returned with feedback 
to the students, college satisfaction and commitment to the 
intent to stay might be strengthened and, in turn, the 
institutional turnover rate reduced. We recommend that both 
weakly and strongly committed students be included in efforts to 
pilot test this intervention so that the institution can assess 
whether the benefits of the plan vary with strength of commitment 
to the intention to stay. 
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Table 1 

Description of V ariables in the Mesa Community College study 



Classification According to 
Variable Bean and Metzner's Model 



Age 


Background and defining 


variable 


Gender 


Background and defining 


variable 


Credit load 


Background and defining 


variable 


Hours spent working 


Environmental variable 




Marital Status 


Environmental variable 




Number of Children 


Environmental variable 




Number of negative 
life events 


Environmental variable 




Hours spent on homework 


Academic variable 




Spring 1987 semester GPA 


Academic outcome 




Depression 


Psychological outcome 




College satisfaction 


Psychological outcome 




Intent 


Intent to leave 




Continuation status 


Dropout 
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Table 2 



Cross-Classification of students bv Credit L^ad. intent, and Continuation 



Intent 



Low Credit Load 

gtvi<^^nts 



ni^h Cr?<ait 3;^aa 

students 



All Students 

Continuation status Continuation status Continuation status 



Leave 
Stay 



Turnover Continue Turnover Continue Turnover Continue 



26 



60 



10 



134 



23 



12 



50 



49 



72 



11 



184 



Odds Ratio 



5.81 



95.83 



11.38 
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Table 3 



fi-QWrsgg Selected for Ir. elusion in the Phoenj ^x cc?}} Qae study 



ARH 


100 




ARH 


102 




BIO 


181 




BIO 


182 




CHM 


130 




CoH 


151 




COH 


110 


(2) 


CPU 


102 


£CN 


112 


(2) 


£NG 


101 




102 


(2) 


£Nn 


110 


rOM 


1 il 1 

141 


(2) 


HES 


101 


HES 


152 




HIS 


103 




HIS 


104 




MAT 


155 


(3) 


MAT 


165 


PHI 


101 




PHI 


103 




PHY 


101 




PHY 


112 




PHY 


116 




PSY 


101 


(4) 


RDG 


101 


SOC 


101 


(3) 


SOC 


130 


SOL 


101 





TOTAL =40 
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Table 4 



Univariate Frequency Distribu tions for Survey Variables Related to 
Background Variables. Outside Responsibilities, Ed uqational Status. 
and Affective Reactions to College (N « 426} 



Survey 
Iten 

Number Variable Percentage 



B^^CKGROUND VARIABLES 

28 Age 

<25 34 

25 - 29 28 

30 - 34 15 

>34 23 

29 Gender 

Female 62 

Male 38 

30 Ethnicity 

White 81 

Hispanic 10 

"Other" Ethnicity 9 

60 Family Income 

$10,000 or less 9 

$10,001 to $20,000 30 

$20,001 to $30,000 24 

$30,001 to $40,000 15 

<$40,000 21 



2 Hrs. Working at Paid Job 

1-10 hrs. 1 

11 - 20 hrs. 3 

21-31 hrs. 5 

31 - 40 hrs, 49 

>40 hrs. 41 

31 Married, Living with Spouse 

No 64 

Ves 36 
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Number of Children Living with You 
0 
1 
2 
3 

4 or more 

Age of Youngest Child 
>1 
1-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7+ 

Hrs. Spend on Household Tasks 
0-10 
11 - 20 
21 - 30 
> 31 



E DUCATIONAL STATUS 

Credit Load 
1-3 
4-6 
7-9 

10 - 11 

Enrolled at PC Last Semester 
No 
Yes 

Hrs, Spend on Homework 
0-5 
6-10 

11 - 15 
16 - 20 
>20 

Have a Major 
No 
Yes 

Type of Major 
Allied Health 
Liberal Arts 
Occupational 
"Other Major 
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26 Have Finances to Go to College 

Disagree Strongly 8 

Disagree 11 

Neither Disagree Nor Agree le 

Agree 39 

Agree Strongly 26 

27 Easy Commute to College 

Disagree Strongly 7 

Disagree 12 

Neither Disagree Nor Agree 8 

Agree 4 2 

Agree Strongly 31 

17 Adequate Academic Advisement 

Disagree strongly 8 

Disagree 17 

Neither Disagree Nor Agree 32 

Agree 32 

Agree Strongly 11 

18 Instructors Give Extra Help if Desired 

Disagree Strongly 2 

Disagree 7 

Neither Disagree Nor Agree 24 

Agree 42 

Agree Strongly 24 

50-52 Goal Priority of College Relative to 

Family and Work 

First (Highest) 43 

Second 34 

Third (Lowest) 23 

AFFECTIVE REACTIONS TO CO^ .T.Kr^F. 

53 Loyal toward PC 

Strongly agree 11 

Agree 29 

Neither Agree nor Disagree 50 

Disagree 5 

Strongly Disagree 5 

56-58 Mean College Satisfaction with PC Score 

(1 - 2.99 = Not at All or a Little) 2 5 

(3 - 3.99 ~ Moderately) 43 

(4 - 5 - A Lot or Greatly) 42 
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Table 5 



Univariate Frecfuency Distr ibutions for Variables use in Testin g 
the Mo d el of Unintended Turnover (N « 426) 



Variable 



Values 



Attitude 



Subjective Norm 



Satisfaction 



Investment 



Cross-Impact 



Alternative 
Value 



Intend to Enroll 
Next Fall 



4 = Extremely Desirable 

3 « Very Desirable 

2 = Moderately Desirable 

1 * Slightly Desirable 

0 « Neutral 

-1 « Slightly Undesirable 
•2 « Moderately Undesirable 
•3 » Very Undesirable 
-4 « Extremely Undesirable 

4 « Extremely Positive 

3 « Very Positive 

2 = Moderately Positive 

1 « Slightly Positive 

0 = Neutral 

■1 « Slightly Negative 
•2 « Moderately Negative 
■3 « Very Negative 
•4 « Extremely Negative 

3 - 4 « Extremely Positive) 

2 - 2.99 = Very Positive) 

1 - 1.99 « Moderately Positive) 
0 - .99 « Slightly Positive) 

< 0 = Negative) 



Percentage 



18 
17 
21 
14 
18 
6 
4 
1 
2 

11 
14 
23 
17 
24 
6 
2 
1 
1 

16 
25 
30 
20 
8 



1 - 2 = Almost Nothing or a Little) 6 

2.1 - 3,5 « Moderate) 57 

3.6 - 5 s= A Lot or Great) 37 

1 - 2 Negative) 4 

2.1 - 3.5 = Neutral) 72 

3.6 - 5 « Positive) 24 

1 - 2 «= Low 6 

2.1 - 3.5 « Moderate) 57 

3.6 - 5 = High) 37 



Leave 18 
Stay 82 
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Commitment to Very Weak 2 

Intention to Weak 4 

Stay* Neither Weak nor Strong 12 

Strong 36 

Very Strong 46 

spring 1989 0-1.99 ii 

GPA at PC 2-2.99 23 

3-4 66 

Fall 1989 Turnover 38 

Enrollment at PC Continue 62 



*Asked only if intention was to stay. 
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Table 14 



Shi gqy^r^ and significance Values Associated with Stepwise 

Logistic Regression Model of Commitment to the Intention to Stay 
(N « 309) 



Decrease in Chi Increase in Chi 
Predictor Square if Entered Square if Removed i>-level 



Attitude 



46.12 



.000 



Subjective 
Norm 



6.80 



.01 



Satisfaction 



1.06 



.30 



Investment 



2.44 



.12 



Alternative 
Value 



3.43 



.06 



48 



Table 15 



latd Square and Signif icance Values Associated with Stepwise 

Log istic Regression Model of Continuation Status (N « 309) 



Decrease in Chi Increase in Chi 
Predictor Square if Entered Square if Removed df E~level 



Commitment to 
Intent to Stay 

Attitude 



Subjective 
Norm 



.70 
.23 



Satisfaction 



.17 



Investment 



Alternative 
Value 



1.13 



18.29 



1 
1 
1 



.000 



.40 



.63 



.68 



6.71 



.001 



.28 




BACKGROUND 
& DEFINING 
VARIABLES 



Age 

Enroltmenl Sutud 
Raidenct 
Educational Goab 
High School 

Performance 
Ethnicity 
Coxier 



ACADEMIC 
VARIABLES 

Study Habits 
Academic Advising 
Absenteeism 
Mafor Certainty 
G>urfe Availability 



ENVIRONMENTAL 
VARIABLES 

- Finances 
Hours of Empbyment 
Outside 

EiKOuragement 
Family 

Responsibilities 
Opportunity to 
Transfer 




PSYCHOLOGICAL 
Om-COMES 

Utility 
Satisfaction 

(jomI Commitment 
Stress 



EAqure 1. Dean and Metzner^s Model of Nontraditional Student Attrition. 



ERIC 



50 



Attitude 



Subjective Norm 



Satisfaction 



Investment 



Alternative Value 



Cross-Impact 



Commitment to 
Intention to Stay 



Institutional Turnover 



Fiqurn 2 . Hypothesized Model of Institutional Turnover Among Students Intending to Stay, 
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Attitude 



Subjective Norm 



^ Commitinent to 



Intention to Stay 



Institutional 
Turnover 



Figure 3 . Empirically Generated Model of Institutional Turnover Among Students Intending 
to Stay with Semester CPAs Above 1.99. 
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Table 6 



Vnivariate Fretmencv Dist ribution for College Pl ans Aroona student s 

lnfe§n^i,D.g.,.J^,9.. J^.ay.§ (n » 78) 



College Plans Percentage 

t^MBMIIltBMMMMWMM«MIIKa m^S-TT m u m fclll^lMIII f ill II I ■ ■ f l II ■ I WWIIW ■■IMIIll III U HII Hil » rl H T — II H .11 

iinroll at Another Community College 25 

Enroll at a Technical College 5 

Enroll at ASU* 36 

Enroll at Another 4-'year College or University 24 

Not Enroll at any College 10 



*0f these 28 students, 39 percent completed the fall 1989 semester 
at ASU. 




Table 7 

Qfcgt ^^gleg to St&vin cL at Phoenix College (N = 229) 



SCHOOL-RELATED OBSTACLES 

£ 1 ^ . § „ § . ? ^ Frequency 

Class Offerings 39 

Scheduling 4 0 

Lack of Honors Program . 4 

Not Transferable to 4 -Year Institution 16 

Personnel 

Instructors ^.e 

Advisement 20 

Support Staff g 

Facilities 

Bookstore - Hours 1 

Parking g 

Lighting 2 

Library ^ 

Location 4 

Buildings 2 

"Other" 

Failing Current. Classes 3 

Graduating 5 

Acceptance to a Program 2 



NON-SCHOOL-REI4ATED OBSTACLES 

Time/Scheduling 23 

Change in Career 3 

Neglect ^7 
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Lack of Money 36 

Moving 7 

Burnout 6 

Personal Decision 4 



Note ; Some studentci mentioned more than one obstacle. 
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Table 8 



CQrrelates of Intent. Commitinent to intent, and 



Correlate 



Intent cs* 



Intent 

C Intent** 



cs 



Age .08 

Gender -.06 

White vs. All Others -.10 

Hispanic vs. All others .10 

Family Income -.01 

OUTSIDE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Hrs. working at paid job .13 

Married .05 

Nuniber of children .04 

Age of youngest child .26 

Hrs. spent on household tasks .06 

EDUCATIONAL STATUS 

Credit load .02 

Enrolls V at PC in fall .11 

Hrs. spent on homework .01 

Have a major -.04 

Allied Health vs. all others -.01 

Liberal Arts vs. all others -.04 

Occupational vs. all others .04 

Finances . 09 

Commute . 02 

Academic advisement -.03 

Extra help from instructors -.02 

-College #1 goal priority -.ii 

AFFECTIVE REACTIONS 

College Satisfaction .07 

Loyalty . is 

ACADEMIC PERFORMANCE 

Semester CPA -.05 



.02 
.06 
.05 
.01 
.03 



.07 
.05 
.01 
.12 
.02 



.10 
.21 
.09 
.07 
-.07 
'.04 
. 09 
. 09 
.01 
.02 
.09 
. 00 



. 08 
.10 



14 



.05 
.01 
.03 
.00 
.01 



.08 
.07 
. 08 
.09 
.07 



.10 
.20 
.10 
. 05 
■.01 
.05 
.02 
.12 
.19 
.14 
. 14 
.12 



.38 
.27 



.09 



.03 
.05 
.05 
.07 
.06 



.02 
.05 
.00 
. 00 
.01 



.12 
.18 
.10 
. 07 
.11 
.03 
. 09 
.06 
.04 
.01 
.02 
. 06 



.09 
.08 



.24 



*CS Continuation status 



**C Intent = Commitment to intent to stay 
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Table 9 



correlati on Matrix for Vflrtahion Model of Turnovert Tr>fni s;>mp io 



Subjective 

Attitude Norm Satisfaction Investment 



Attitude X .45 .42 .19 

Subjective Norm X .39 



Sctisfaction 

JCnvestment 

Iklter native Value 

Cross-Impact 

Intent 

Semester GPA 
CS 



.14 
.24 




Alternative Cross- Semester 

Value Impact Intent CPA cs 

-•^S -09 .55 .05 .35 

■•31 '14 .32 -.05 .18 

-•26 .25 .31 -.05 .21 

-•06 .10 .14 .01 .23 

X -.04 -.35 .04 -.12 

X .03 -.08 .03 

X -.05 .41 

X .14 

X 
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Table 10 



Pffipyelntjon M »t ;ri x for V ar| ^hlft» In Model of Turnover: Intend to stay SubBample 





Attitude 


Subjective 
Norm 


Satisfaction 


Investment 


Alternative 
Value 


Cross- 
Impact 


CI 


Semester 
GPA 


CS 


Attitude 


X 


.30 


.29 


.15 


-.15 


.05 


.43 


.15 


.20 


Subjective Norm 




X 


.30 


.12 


-.15 


14 


.22 


-.04 


.05 


Satisfaction 






X 


.20 


-.15 


.21 


.23 


-.06 


.10 


Investment 








X 


-.06 


.07 


.22 


.03 


.18 


Alternative Value 










X 


-.03 


-.18 


.04 


.04 


Ci;*o B H — T mna f* f* 












X 


.03 


-.07 


.06 


Intent 














X 


.13 


.29 


Semester gpa 
















X 


.24 


CS 


















X 
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Table 11 



grgg^ClftSgj f loat ion of Tpt^nt ??pt jin nnt ion Stahtis. 



Continuation Status 



Intent 
Leave Stay 



Turnover 
Continue 



62 



16 



99 



249 



161 



265 



78 



348 



426 



6: 



Table 12 



g£e5.s-Classific;^t,.i«^j^ 



Jnt^nt hv Continuation gt-;>4-„. 



Statistic 



Conditional Probability 
of gtaying Given Intent 
Equal Leave 



Mesa CC 
> 12 
Credit Hrs. 



.04 



Mesa CC Phoenix C 

1.-^2 1-11 
Credit Hrs. Credit Hrs. 



.28 



.21 



Conditional Probability 
of Leaving Given Intent 
Equal Stay 



19 



.31 



.28 



Percentage of Turnover 
That Was Unintended 



.34 



.70 



.61 



Odds Ratio 



95.83 



5.81 



9.75 



64 



Table 13 



Intenri^^cr^^ ' ^ I"^^-"^^ ^" Stay hy 



Continuation Status 



Strength of Commitment to 
Intention to Stay 





Weak 


Strong 




Turnover 


35 


64 


99 


Continue 


27 


2. '12 


249 




62 


286 


348 
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Semester GPA 
Greater Than 
1.99 
N = 100 





Intend 

to 
Leave 
N = 18 



Weakly 
Committed 
N = 14 




Strongly 
Committed 
N = 68 




Intend to 
Transfer 
N = 15 



Do not Intend 
to Transfer 
N = 3 





c « 


7 




T = 


7 




C = 


55 



T = 



1 

_ J 




1 c = 


3 




T = 


12 




c « 


0 




T = 


3 



Ugar^. Associations Between Intentions and Institutional Continuation Anong Part-Ti»e 



6G 
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APPENDIX 

SURVEY OF PART-TIME; WORKING 
STUDENTS AT PHOENIX COLLEGE 



ERIC 



nnnmM 



Now we would like to ask you some questions about your 
educational status. 



19. Were you enrolled as a student at PC last semester? 

(a) yes 

(b) no 



20. 



21. 



Were you enrolled as a student at another college last 
semester? 

(a) yes 

(b) no 

During a typical week, how many hours do you spend (out of 
class) on your courses at PC? 



your courses at PC? 

(a) 0-5 hours 

(b) 6-10 hours 

(c) 11-15 hours 

(d) 16-20 hours - 

(e) 21 or more hours 



22. 



How many credit hours are you currently carrying at other 
colleges and universities? ' 



(a) 

(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 



1-3 credit hours 
4-6 credit hours 
7-9 credit hours 
10 or more credit hours 



23, 



When are you currently attending classes at PC? 



(a) evening only 
i^) day and evening 



24 



Do you know what you intend to major in? 

(a) yes [Please answer question 25. j 

(b) no [Please skip question 25.] 
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25. In what area do you intend to major? 



(a) allied health area 

(b) liberal arts area 

(c) occupational area 

(d) "other" area 



For the next two questions, use the following scale: 

(a) disagree strongly 

(b) disagree 

(c) neither disagree nor agree 

(d) agree 

(e) agree strongly 



26. I already have or will be able to obtain the finances to 
return to PC in the fall. 



27. It is an easy commute for me to get to and from PC. 



Now we would like to ask you some questions about your 
ackground . 



28. What is your age? 

(a) 19 years old or younger 

(b) 20-24 years old 

(c) 25-29 years old 

(d) 30-34 years old 

(e) 35+ years old 



29. What is your gender? 

(a) female 

(b) male 



30. With which ethnic group do you identify? 

(a) White 

(b) Black 

(c) Hispanic 

(d) Indian (Native American) 

(e) Other 

31. Are you currently married, living with your spouse? 

(a) yes 

(b) no 



32. How many children and/or stepchildren do you have living 
with you on a full-time basis? 

(a) 0 [Please skip to question 3 4.]. 

(b) 1 [Please answer the next question.] 

(c) 2 [Please answer the next, question.] 

(d) 3 [Please answer the next question.] 

(e) 4+ [Please answer the next question.] 



33. How old is the youngest child who lives with you on a full- 
time basis? 

(a) less than 1 year old 

(b) 1-2 years old 

(c) 3-4 years old 

(d) 5 6 years old 

(e) 7 years old or older 



34. During a typical week, how many hours do you spend on 
household tasks? 

(a) 0-10 hours 

(b) 11-20 hours 

(c) 21-30 hours 

(d) 31-40 hours 

(e) more than 40 hours 
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The next IS questions pertain to your personal goals, m 
this section, you will be asked to tell us about your 
college, work, and family goals. We are interested in your 
mslm range goals as opposed to your short or long term 
goals. Medium range goals are goals you have had for the 
wf Li ^gnt M that you are currently trying to attain. 
Examples of medium range goals include getting a good grade 

bSb? lear^to^waJk?^"^ ^""^ '''''^^ '^"^ ^^^^P^"^ ^^^^ 

In responding to questions 35-37, use the following scale? 



(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 



almost none at all 
a little 

a moderate amount 
a lot 

a very great amount 



College Medium p angp <^^al« 

Please write in the space provided on your work sheet the curr^int 
medium-range fioilecie-related goal that is m ost import ant tgyou? 

ooal Tn^'^Snf K^'"P°''^^"^ ^^^^^"^ medium-range fioilesLe-related 
goal m mmd in answering the next 3 quest ionsT " 

35. How much cpntroj . do you feel over whether you will attain 
this sailggg-related goal? a^^am 

^^^^ whether you will attain 

this £(2ii£:^-related goal? ai-i-ain 
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SeSionsle'^O:'" '^^^^^^'^^ ^-^'^ in responding to 



(a) 
(b) 
(c) 
(d) 
(e) 



almost none at all 
a little 

a moderate amount 
a lot 

a very great amount 




Work >fe.;^ iuin Range r ,r>^i» 

^edium^range iSrK-rela?ed goal'^hat^'L^^o^^^'^^^^^ ^^^r.^nt 

a goal tnat is most impoitant to you. 

th°L-"^^,<^°i,- ^^^^ ^^^'^^r you „iix attain 

"hL"^!fgi?,^°,^-/-l ovo. Whether you win attain 



Mow iByslyed do you feel wh«n vo„ , 

goal? ^ ^^^^ ^h^n you work on this wojjc-related 
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^:sUor"-43 = '° in responding to 



almost none at all 
a little 

a moderate ainount 
a lot 

a very great amount 



?hL""^^i!™,^° Vou^feez over whether you „ixa attain 
?hL"^^LfSa?cVg^f?^^ "•'^ther you wixi attain 



43. How involv^ri do you feel when von , 

related goal? on this laipiiy- 
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For questions 44^49, please use the following seal, 



very negative 
negative 

very positive 



44. 



45. 



46. 



47. 



48. 



49. 



your »ost iBport?^?'^.^:L?ed gSa!?' attaining 

your nost i»portant'laffiil^-re?aleS goal?^""^'''' attainina 

i:pac?eVrSI ;r4tlLTol tT^^t^' K2ri-related goal 
your nost i^PortSnt'SK-reUt^f gSIl^°""" ^"^^"^"5 

lZ"ollroT^?i p°?o^?^s%"°eiS ^?rL\"^^ ^-datea goal 
your .ost i»PortLt'|K-rela?ergoa"!T'°""' ^"^^""^ 

i»^a^?eVoTSI p?og^?esVy°^S a'^S ^^^-^ated goal 
your »ost i"Portant^£sUsS!re"tef gSll?°""''"' attaining 

Cct%%"oT^h"l p^oS^yo^ i^tT.^' tSMily-relatea goal 
your most inportantS-ma?el goa^?^ attaining 
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We are interested in the priority you assign to your most 
important college, work, ^nd family goals. Use the letters 
♦'a/' "b," and "c" once and only once in answering questions 
50-52. 



50. Of the three goals you listed on your work sheet s which goal 
is the most important to you? 

(a) the college goal 

(b) the work goal 

(c) the family goal 

51. Of the three goals you listed on your work sheet , which goal 
is the second most important to you? 

(a) the college goal 
(b* the work goal 
(cj the family goal 

52. Of the three goals you listed on your work sheet , which goal 
IS the least important to you? 

(a) the college goal 

(b) the work goal 

(c) the family goal 



In answering questions 53-55, use the following scale: 

(a) strongly agree 

(b) agree 

(c) neither agree nor disagree 

(d) disagree 

(e) strongly disagree 



53. I feel loyal to PC. 

54. Most people who are important to me think I should not 
enroll at PC in the fall. 

55. I have control over the decxsion nat to enroll at PC in the 
f alJ • 
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In answering questions 56-58, use the following scale; 

(a) not at all 

(b) a little 

^c) a moderate amount 

(d) a lot 

(e) a very great amount 



56. How much do you like being a student at PC? 

57. How pleasant do you find it to be a student at PC? 

58. How much do you enjoy being a student at PC? 

59. How satisfied are you with your life as a whole these days? 

(a) very satisfied 

(b) satisfied 

(c) neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 

(d) dissatisfied 

(e) very dissatisfied 

60. What was your total family income for last year? 

(a) $10,000 or less 

(b) $10,001 - $20,000 

(c) $20,001 - $30,000 

(d) $30,001 - $40,000 

(e) $40,001 or more 

61. How desirable is it for you not to enroll at PC in the fall? 

(a) very desirable 

(b) desirable 

(c) neither desirable nor undesirable 

(d) undesirable 

(e) very undesirable 



o 
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would like to ask you four questions about the 
disadvantages of enrolling at PC in the fall. For questions 
62-65 use the following scale: 

(a) not at all 

(b) a little 

(c) a moderate amount 

(d) a lot 

(e) a very great amount 



62. Will it be harmful for your financial situation if you 
enroll at PC in the fall? 

63. Will it be harmful for your self-esteem if you enroll at PC 
in the fall? 



64 



Will it be harmful for your career if you enroll at PC in 
the fall? 



65 



Will it be harmful for your family if you enroll at PC in 
the fall? 



Finally, we are interested in whether you intend to enroll 
at Phoenix College (PC) this fall. 



66. I intend: 



(a) net to enroll at PC next fall. r Please skip to 
question 69.] 

(b) to enroll at PC next fall. r Please answer questions 67 
and 68 . ] 



67 



How strong is your commitment to your decision to enroll at 
PC next fall? 



(a) very weak 

(b) weak 

(c) neither weak nor strong 

(d) strong 

(e) very strong 
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68. How likely are you to carry out your decision to enroll at 



PC next fall? 

(a) very unlikely 

lb) unli}f'»ly 

(c) neither unlikely nor likely 

(d) likely ^ 

(e) very likely 



11^ JZ"^ answered question 68, please skip question 69 and 70 and 
go directly to the last page marked comments.] 

69. What do you intend to do next fall? 



K I I'^tend to enroll at another community college, 
(b I intend to enroll at a technical school, 
(c) I intend to enroll at ASU. 

^"^^ ^4.^2^®!?? ^ ^"^^^^ college or university 

other than ASU. 

(e) I don't intend to be a college student. 

"aU Ilss'se^e^lor?'"'"" certificate £ro» PC before the 

(a) yes 

(b) no 

[Please go to the last page marked comments.] 
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COMMENTS 



To help future students we would like to know what obstacles you 
currently, or potentially, face that may keep you from enrolling 
next fall at PC. What can PC do in the future to assist students 
with these obstacles? Please record your comments on the other 
side of your work sheet . 

After you have completed your comments, please check to make sure 

questions and that your 
entries are dark. Also verify that you have entered your student 
identification number and blackened in the appropriate circles 
and that your name does not appear on the IBM answer sheet. Then 
please turn in your: (1) IBM answer sheet; (2) work sheet; (3) 
survey booklet; and (4) pencil. Thank you for your cooperation 
in participating m this study. 
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SURVEY OF PAF^T-TIME, WORKING 
STUDENTS AT PHOENIX COLLEGE 



The purpose of this survey is to identify factors th^t contribute 
to whether Phoenix College students who work and attend college 
part-time maintain continuous enrollment. We intend to use our 
findings to help future students at PC maintain continuous 
enrollment. 

We define part-time students as students who are currently 
enrolled at Phoenix College for fewer tha n 12 credit hours. We 
define working as currently having at least one paid f part-time 
or full-time) job . Only part-time students who are working 
should complete this survey. If you are not working at all for 
pay or if you are taking 12 or more credits at Phoenix College, 
then please DO NOT complete this survey. Also if you have 
already completed this survey in another class, DO NOT fill it 
out again. 

So that we can determine whether ycu enroll for the Fall 1989 
semester at Phoenix College, we need to know your student 
identification (or Social Security) number. Turn to Side Two ^ of 
the answer sheet and rotate the sheet so that the b^^x containing 
space for your student ID appears on the lower left-hand side of 
the sheet. Please enter your student ID in the space provided 
under the heading "ID Number." When you are done, blacken in the 
numbers that correspond to your student ID. For example, if your 
student ID begins with a zero, you would blacken in the zero in 
the first column. Proceed in this way to blacken in the other 8 
numbers in your student ID. Then turn back to Side One of the 
answer sheet and rotate it so that the words. Side One , appear in 
the upper right-hand corner. 

Please mark your answers on the IBM answer sheet. Read the 
directions for marking answers. Use the letters appearing above 
the circles and ignore the "T's" and "F's" appearing inside the 
circles. You should work down the top half of the first column 
of your IBM Answer Sheet in answering questions 1-10, then 
proceed to the top half of the second column to answer questions 
11-20. When you get to question 61, you should go to the bottom 
half of the first column. Use the pencil we have provided. The 
survey should take no longer than 30 minutes to complete. 

Please answer the questions in order unless you are instructed 
otherwise. It is important that you be as honest as you can in 
answering the questionnaire. Access to this information will be 
limited to the investigators of this study (Professors Okun, 
Fuehlman, and Karoly of ASU) . Information from questionnaires 
will be reported in such a way that it will not be possible to 
identify individuals. These measures are taken to protect the 
confidentiality of your answers. 
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First, we are interested in how many credit hours you are 
currently carrying and how many hours you are working. If 
you are currently enrolled for 6 credit hours at PC you 
would blacken in the "b" on the IBM answer sheet across from 
item no. 1. if you are currently enrolled for 10 credit 
hours at PC you would blacken in the "d" on the IBM answer 
sheet across from item no. 1. 



1. How many credit hours are you currently carrying at PC? 

(a) 1-3 credit hours 

(b) 4~6 credit hours 

(c) 7-9 credit hours 

(d) 10-11 credit hours 

2. During a typical week, how many hours do you work on your 
paid job(s)? 



(a) 1-10 hours 

(b) 11-20 hours 

(c) 21-30 hours 

(d) 31-40 hours 

(e) more than 40 hours 



Now we would like to ask you some questions about the 
advantages of enrolling at PC in the fall. For questions 
3-6, use the following scale: 

(a) not at all 

(b) a little 

(c) a moderate amount 

(d) a lot 

(e) a very great amounc 



3. 



Will it be beneficial for your financial situatio n if vou 
enroll at PC in the fall? 



4. 



Will it be beneficial for your self-esteem if you enroll at 
PC m the fall? " 



5. Will it be beneficial for your career if you enroll at PC in 
the fall? 

6. Will it be beneficial for your family if you enroll at PC in 
the fall? 
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For question 7-10, use the follt^wing scale: 

(a) almost nothing at alJ 

(b) a little 

(c) a moderate amount 

(d) a lot 

(e) a very great amount 



How much have you invested in attending PC in terms of.t 

7. money spent? 

8. time allocated? 

9. coursework completed? 
10. emotional energy? 



11. 



How desirable is it for you to enroll at PC in the fall' 

(a) very desirable 

(b) desirable 

(c) neither desirable nor undesirable 

(d) undesirable 

(e) very undesirable 



12. 
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How interesting do you think it would be for you to attend a 
different college in the fall instead of PCC? 

(a) very interesting 

(b) interesting 

(c) neither interesting nor borinq 

(d) boring 

(e) very boring 

How do you think it would be for you to attend a 

different college in the fall instead of Pcc? 

(a) very hard 

(b) hard 

(c) neither hard nor easy 

(d) easy 

(e) very easy 
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14. 



How ufifilui do you think it would be for vou to afi-«nrj « 
different college in the fall instead of ^PCC? ^ 

(a) very useful 

(b) useful 

(c) neither useful nor useless 

(d) useless 

(e) very useless 



For Questions 15-18, use the following scale: 

(a) strongly agree 

(b) agree 

(c) neither agree nor disagree 

(d) disagree 

(e) strongly disagree 



enroir^r^cln^ ^h'^ ^^^'^^^^^ ^° ^ ^^'^^ that I should 



LllT^ ^^<=ision to enroll 



at PC in the 



17. I have adequate academic advisement at PC. 



18. Instructors at PC qive me p.v+-t-;» k«i« 4. ^ , 

classes, if i want it! ^ ^^^ter in their 
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